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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD
WASHINGTON, D.C.

Adopted by the NATI ONAL TRANSPORTATI ON SAFETY BQARD
at its office in Washington, D.C
on the 3rd day of June, 1994

Adm ni strator,

)
DAVID R HI NSON, )
Federal Aviation “Adm nistration, ))

Conpl ai nant ,
Docket SE-13332
V.
FRED SORENSON,

)
)
Respondent . %

| NI AND ORDER

The Adnministrator and the respondent have both appealed from
the witten initial decision Admnistrative Law Judge WIIliam A
Pope, Il issued in this proceeding on February 14, 1994,
following a five-day evidentiary hearing on an order of the

Admi ni strator which revoked, on an emergency basis,' respondent’s

'Al though the respondent waived expedited processing of his
case by the Board, he filed, on April 25, 1994, a notion

requesting expedited consideration of his appeal fromthe |aw
(continued. ..)
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Airline Transport Pilot Certificate (No. 586391) and his Airfrane
and Powerplant Certificate (No. 1253445) with Inspection

2

Aut hori zati on. The |aw judge, based on a thorough and

conprehensive review of the evidence of record, concluded that
whil e respondent had committed sone of the alleged regulatory
violations, he had not been shown to lack qualification to hold
his certificates. The law judge therefore nodified the

Adm nistrator's order to provide for an eight-nonth suspension
instead of revocation. For the reasons discussed below, we will
deny the Administrator's appeal for the reinstatenment of
revocation and grant the respondent’s appeal to the extent it
seeks a further reduction in sanction.

The charges in this proceeding stem from respondent’s
efforts to assist an Okl ahoma organi zation nanmed "Third World
Hope Inc.” (TWH) by preparing a de Havilland DHC 4A aircraft
(commonly known as a “Caribou”) , for a trip to Malawi, Africa,

where it was to be used to distribute food in connection with

_ L. (.. continued)

judge's decision on the emergency order. A notion for such
relief is unnecessary, as it is the Board's policy to turn to
wai ved energencies as soon as they are fully briefed. In this

iise, for exanple, the parties filed their reply briefs on Apri

‘A copy of the initial decision is attached.

‘The Administrator's appeal will be granted to the extent it
seeks reversal of the law judge's dism ssal of the charge that
respondent violated section 91.203(c) of the Federal Aviation
Regul ations (FAR, 14 CFR Part 91).
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hunger relief activities.® Respondent, who apparently had
vol unteered his pilot and mechanic services to TWH, had been
engaged to fly the aircraft from Pensacola, Florida, to Ml aw
after outfitting it with the tenporary, supplementary fuel and
oil systens it would need to nmake the long distance flight.
Installing such systens required FAA perm ssion and review, as
the work entailed major alterations whose conponents would raise
the aircraft's weight above its certificated takeoff maxi num
Respondent applied to the Birm ngham Al abama Flight Standards
District OOfice ("FSDO') for the necessary authorizations.

Just prior to departing for Africa (via Bangor, Mine) |,
respondent and others involved in the venture flew the aircraft
to a repair station at Teterboro, New Jersey for, according to
respondent, a maintenance check on the main |anding gear, which
seemed to have an intermttent problemrelated to unconmanded
depl oyment . Soon after landing, the aircraft was subjected to a
ranp inspection by FAA inspectors from FSDO at the Teterboro
airport. Their report led to the charges in this case that,
anong ot her things, challenge the adequacy of certain-maintenance
respondent had performed on the aircraft, including the
installation of the additional fuel-oil system and the associ ated

entries in maintenance records, the truthful ness of

representations made in various docunents with respect to the

‘The law judge's decision fully sets forth the allegations
in the Admnistrator's October 4, 1993 Emergency O der of

Revocation and those added in anmendnents issued on Decenber 23,
1993, and January 7, 1994,
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alterations, and the operation of the aircraft with conditions
the inspectors believed rendered it unairworthy.

The Administrator's Appeal.

The Adm nistrator's appeal primarily involves the |aw
judge's determ nation that respondent had not been shown to have
made, within the neaning of FAR section 43.12(a) (1), any
intentionally false or fraudulent statements in maintenance
records concerning the aircraft's alterations. W find no nerit
in the Admnistrator's various contentions that the |aw judge
erred in this regard, for the Admnistrator's insistence that the
| aw judge's decision is contrary to the preponderance of the
evidence of record wholly ignores the credibility assessnents on
which the law judge based his rulings.” Al though the |aw judge
has fully explained his reasons for concluding that respondent
did not intend to falsify the docunents questioned by the
Adm nistrator, we think a brief discussion of the several alleged

falsifications is warranted.

*Section 43.12(a) (1) provides as follows:

8 43.12 Maintenance records: . Falsification, reproduction,
or alteration.

a) Noperson may nmake or cause to be nade:

1) Any fraudulent or intentionally false entrK I n any
record or report that is required to be made, kept, or
to show conpliance with any requirement under this part

used

‘That the law judge, in explaining certain credibility
assessnments, questioned whether respondent had anything to gain
by the alleged falsifications does not nmean that he rejected the
charges because no notive had been established, as the
Adm ni strator argues. ‘
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Form 337. In order legally to operate the Caribou with a fuel-
oil systemnot originally installed by the manufacturer,
respondent, on behalf of TWH, needed FAA approval for the
temporary alteration. Generally speaking, this is acconplished
by submitting to a FSDO an FAA Form 337 describing in detail the
changes to be nmade to the aircraft. |f the changes have
previously been accepted by the FAA when proposed by others (in
an earlier FAA Form 337 or in a supplenental type certificape for
the aircraft) or devel oped by the manufacturer, an FAA Form 337
approving the alteration will routinely be issued. |If they have
not been, then an FAA inspector with appropriate authority nust
review the installation and either accept (a field approval) or
reject it.

Respondent did not have any previously approved data for the
auxiliary system he wanted to have okayed, and because the set-up
woul d increase the aircraft's gross takeoff weight by alnost 10
percent, respondent needed, in addition to an approved Form 337,
a special airworthiness certificate (ferry flight permt)

Al t hough respondent denied it, the FAA inspector at the

Bi rm ngham Al abama FSDO, M. Elliott, testified that he

consul ted by tel ephone about the issuance of these docunments, and
respondent had told himthat there was manufacturer's approved
data for the alteration. In any event, when the inspector |ater
received for his review the special airworthiness certificate

application along with the Form 337 that contained an extensive
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description and explanation of the alteration, he approved the
application wthout either inspecting the aircraft itself or
exam ning the Form 337 closely enough to recognize that it did
not indicate that there was approved data of any kind for the
installation.’

The Admi nistrator's first intentional falsification
allegation is predicated on respondent’s certification, on the
special airworthiness certificate application, to the effect that
he had inspected the aircraft and found it airworthy for the
flight to Africa, and on his return to service signoff on the
acconpanying Form 337. These were false, in the Adnministrator’s
vi ew, because respondent could not validly so certify unless and
until the FAA had approved the data for the alteration itself,
which, of course, had not yet been done.®The | aw judge
concluded that respondent had not intended by his premature
certifications to mslead the FAA inspector as to the existence
of approved data for the alteration, but was, rather, sinply

attenpting to speed up the process.” W see no ground in the

‘The description of the system respondent attached to the
formdid, accurately, jindicate that certain fuel control valves,
oil line and tank fittings used in the installation were factory
I nstall ed.

FAR section 65.95 authorizes an inspection authorization
hol der to return an aircraft to service after a nmajor alteration

“if the work was done in accordance with the technical data
approved by the Admnistrator. . . .°

I'n other words, if field approval for the alteration was
gi ven based on the data supplied by the respondent with the Form
337, the special flight permt could be issued wthout awaiting
respondent's certification that he had installed the alteration

(continued. . . )
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Adm nistrator's appeal for overturning that conclusion, based, as
it is, so heavily on a favorable assessnment of respondent's
credibility. At the same tinme, we are constrained to register
our view that the justification for prosecuting this charge is
difficult, at best, to discern.

Not wi t hstanding the respondent's anticipatory, arguably
presunptuous, certifications, it was clear fromthe paperwork
supplied with the application that there was no approved data for
the alteration, and no reason appears for any belief on
respondent's part either that this fact would not be immediately
evident to Inspector Elliott, who, in the proper discharge of his
responsi bilities, could be expected to read the documents
respondent had sent him for approval, or that Inspector Elliott
woul d construe the airworthiness signoff on the application, or
the return to service signoff on the form to mean that the data
the FAA was being asked to approve on the attached Form 337 had
al ready been approved. Indeed, in these circunstances, we do not
see how this falsification charge could be established w thout
sonme persuasive show ng the respondent knew or should have known
before submitting the paperwork to Inspector Elliott that he
woul d not process it properly, a scenario neither supported by

the record nor advanced by argunment of Administrator's counsel.

¥ continued) _ _ _
in accordance with that data. The record contains evidentiary
support for the respondent’s contention, accepted by the |aw

judge, that the procedure followed by the respondent was not an
uncomon industry practice.
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2. EAA Form 337. The Administrator next argues that respondent

intentionally falsified the Form 337 given to Inspector Elliott
because the description of the alteration it contains shows only
one oil drum even though the aircraft, when ranp inspected at
Teterboro, had two oil drums. The |aw judge accepted the

testi nony of respondent and one of his witnesses that while a
second oil drum had in fact been placed (and secured) in the
aircraft, it was not an operational part of the fuel-oil system
as the Admnistrator's w tnesses believed, but, rather, had been
positioned, at least originally, so as to serve as a platformfor
punps that were connected to the system'Wiile reasonable

m nds mght reach different conclusions on whether the drum
shoul d have been included in the drawi ngs of the system the
falsification charge based on the allegedly inconplete
description seens strained at best, for, |like the obvious |ack of
approved data for the alteration in the docunents tendered for
approval, the second drumwas there in the aircraft. for the FAA
to see. W perceive no justification for the Admnistrator’s
apparent belief that respondent would sonmehow have known, before
submtting the relevant paperwork to Inspector Elliott, that a
requi red inspection of the aircraft would be not conducted, and
thus the presence of the second drum woul d not have been
detected. Respondent plainly could not have such know edge

bef orehand, anynore than he woul d have had the prescience to know

“The law judge also found that respondent had, contrary to

the Administrator’s allegation, included the weight of the second
drumin his weight and bal ance cal cul ati ons.
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that the inspector would fail to show up at the tine he and
respondent had scheduled for himto inspect the actual.
installation, at which time any question about the necessity to
include the second drumin the description of the system could
have been resolved. "

In other words, once again, as with the first falsification
charge, the relevant proof of respondent's intent seenms to depend
upon information he either did not have or could not have had;
nanely, foreknow edge that the inspector would not do his job
properly.

3. Major Alteration |logbook record. Wiile it appears that the

| aw judge may have overl ooked the Administrator's charge that
respondent intentionally falsified a | ogbook entry concerning the
fuel -oil systemhe installed, we agree with the respondent that
no falsification with respect to the formwas established. In
this connection, the Adm nistrator argues in effect that a

| ogbook page submitted to the Teterboro inspectors several weeks
after the ranmp inspection constitutes an intentionally false
record, not because the information on it is not true, but
because of the Adm nistrator's belief that the respondent’s
failure to produce the record earlier proves that it nust have

been created after the ranmp inspection.

"Instead of keeping the appointment, Inspector Elliott
signed off on the Special Airworthiness Certificate and left it
and the FAA Form 337, which he did not conplete, with the Fixed
Base Qperator at Pensacola for respondent to pick up.
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VW find it unnecessary to attenpt to deternine whether the
i nspectors overl ooked the page when they first reviewed the
aircraft’s records,” as respondent nmaintains, or whether
respondent created it after-the-fact. The document itself
contains no representations as to when the entries on it were in
fact made or entered in the |ogbook, and there is no real dispute
as to the accuracy of the information itself.” |t therefore
makes no difference, for purposes of FAR section 43.12, when the

record was created.”

* * * * *

The Adm nistrator also argues that the |aw judge erred by
not finding a violation of FAR section 91.203(c) . This charge is
predi cated on respondent's operation of fhe aircraft, prior to
the ranmp inspection at Teterboro, with the unapproved, auxiliary

fuel system aboard.™ |n this connection we note that the |aw

“The |ogbook page, ampng other things, purports to reflect
respondent's signoff and approval of the aircraft for a ferry
flight wwth the tenporary fuel-oil systeminstalled. See Adm
Exh. 21, sheet 8.

“The Adnministrator's reliance on Adninistrator v. Rice, 5
NTSB 2285 (1987), is misplaced. The issue in that case was not
the propriety of post-creating a maintenance record, but of post-
dating one.

“FAR section 91.203(c) provides as follows:

8 91.203 (duvil Aircraft: Certifications required.

(c). No person naK_operate an aircraft with a fue
tank installed within the passenger conpartnment or a
baggage conpartnent unless the installation was
acconpl i shed pursuant to part 43 of the chapter, and a
copy of FAA Form 337 authorizing that installation is
on board the aircraft.
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judge believed that respondent, contrary to his testinony, was
aware that the FAA approval block on the Form 337 returned to him
by Inspector Elliott had not been filled in, and that respondent
shoul d have ascertained fromthe inspector the actual reason for
what appeared to be a matter of oversight. Nevert hel ess, the |aw
j udge concl uded that no violation should be found because the
fuel system despite the objections to it voiced by the FSDO in
New Jersey, was subsequently approved w thout change by the FAA
FDSO in klahoma City, albeit with additional description on a
resubmtted Form 337. W agree with the Administrator that the
charge was established, although its inmpact on sanction should be
mnimal in the circunstances. W do not concur in respondent's
contention that the ferry permt issued for overwei ght operation
covered the extended range fuel system alteration as well.

The Respondent's Appeal.

The respondent’'s main argunment on appeal is that the |aw
judge erred by not dismssing as stale, under Section 821.33 of
our rules of practice, the remainder of the charges in the
conplaint after determning that the falsification charges had

not been proved.” W find no error in the |aw judge's decision

“Section 821.33 provides, in pertinent part:
8 821.33 Motion to dismss stale conplaint.

Wiere the conplaint states allegations of offenses
whi ch occurred nore than 6 nmonths prior to the
Adm nistrator's advising respondent as to reasons for
proposed action under section 609 of the Act,
respondent may nove to dismss such allegations
pursuant to the follow ng provisions:
(continued. . . )



12
not to dismss those charges, which the Administrator concedes
were not prosecuted wthin six nonths of their discovery.
Respondent’s position that they shoul d have been disnissed is
based on the mstaken assessment that the conplaint, without the
falsification charges, could not be read to present an issue of
lack of qualification and, therefore, could not survive a notion
to dismss for staleness. \wiile we believe this question should
have been resolved at the outset of the hearing, we think the |aw

judge, citing Adm nistrator v. Potanko, NTSB O der EA-3937

(1993) , in effect determned, correctly, that while the conpl ai nt
clearly presented an issue of lack of qualification with the

fal sification charges, it arguably presented such an issue

B ... continued)

(a) In those cases where a conplaint does not allege |ack
of qualification of the certificate hol der:

(1) The Administrator shall be required to show by answer
filed wthin 15 days of service of the notion that good
cause existed for the delay, or that the inposition of a
sanction is warranted in the public interest,
notw t hstandi ng the delay or the reasons therefor.

(b) I'n those cases where the conplaint alleges |ack of
qualification of the certificate hol der:

(1) The Iawlyudge shall first determ ne whether an issue
of lack of qualification would be presented if any or all of
the allegations, stale and tinely, are assumed to be true.
If not, the law judge shall proceed as in paragraph (a) of
this section.

(2) If the law judge deens that an issue of |ack of
qualification would be presented by any or all of the
allegations, if true, he shall proceed to a hearing on the
| ack of qualification issue only, and he shall so informthe
parties. The respondent shall be put on notice that he is
to defend against |lack of qualification and not nerely
agai nst a proposed renedi al sanction.
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without them™ Such a determination effectively renoves the
stale conplaint rule fromfurther consideration in a case, since
the rule's purpose ‘is to avert the litigation of stale
allegations that either individually or collectively do not
i mpugn qualifications, not to remedy sluggish prosecution of
charges that have been tried in cases in which revocation is
ultimately found to be not warranted.

As to the substance of several of the allegations the |aw
judge did sustain relating to respondent’s alleged operation of
the Caribou with uncorrected nechanical discrepancies, See |.D.
at 27-28, and without having nmade necessary maintenance entries
as to other discrepancies that were repaired, Ld. at 29, the
respondent argues that the Administrator did not meet his
evidentiary burden. Wile we agree with the respondent as to
paragraph 8(d) of the conplaint, we do not agree as to paragraph
8(f) or paragraph 11. At the same tinme, we are persuaded that
any violation of FAR sections 91.405(a) and 91.407(a) established
by the fact that a knurled nut (which is secured by hand-

tightening) on the Janitrol heater vibrator was found to be |oose

iS a mnor one.

“The Board's acqui escence, in Administrator v. Conahan, NTSB
Order EA-4044 (1993), in the parties’ agreenent that the |aw
judge postpone to the end of the hearing a determ nation as to

whether an issue of lack of qualification had been presented did
not constitute an endorsenent or approval of such a clear

departure fromthe requirenents of our Rule 33, which _
contenplates that the grant or denial of a stale conplaint notion
be nade on the basis of a threshold |egal determ nation on

qualifications, wunaffected by evidentiary or factual matters
devel oped during a hearing.
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Paragraph 8(d) of the conplaint asserts violations of FAR

section 91.405(a) and 91.407(a) because four prake bl eeder val ves
on the aircraft’s main gear were not safety-tied. Nejther side
presented any docunentary evidence as to whether they needed to
be, and we see no reason in the record or in the [aw judge's
di sposition of this allegation for giving the inspector’s
testinony on the issue greater weight than the opinion offered by
the respondent. |n any event, it was not, as the |aw judge
stated, respondent’s obligation to present evidence that safety
wWiring was not required; rather, it was the Administrator's
burden to prove that it was. The allegation respecting this
paragraph is dism ssed.

Wth regard to paragraph 11, we share the |aw judge's view
that respondent°failure to nake tinmely or conplete naintenance
entries as to three repairs made in Decenber 1992 constituted

viol ations of FAR sections 43.11(a) and 43.13(a) and (b)."

“FAR sections 43.11(a) and 43.13(a) and (b) provide, in
pertinent part, as follows:

§ 43.11 Content, form and disposition of records for

i nspections conducted under Parts 91 and 125 and
§§ 135.411(a) (1) and 135.419 of this chapter.

_ (a) Maintenance record entries. The person approving or

di sapproving for return to service an aircraft, airfrane,
aircraft engine, propeller, appliance, or conponent part
after any inspection performed in accordance with Part 91
123, 125, § 135.411(a)(l), or § 135.419 shall nmke an entry
in the maintenance record of that equi pment containing
[anong other things, the following information: the type of
I nspection and a brief description; the date of the
inspection and aircraft total time in service; the signature
and the certificate nunber of the person performng the
Inspection; a return to service certification if the
aircraft is found airworthy; a |ist of discrepancies if the

(continued. ..)
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Those violations are not excusable, in our judgnment, because
respondent, up until the time he conpleted and signed off the
necessary entries, had been in control of aircraft as its pilot-
i n-command and its mechanic.

On the question of sanction, the Adm nistrator nmaintains
that revocation should be reinstated despite the |aw judge s
di sm ssal of many of the allegations in the emergency order, and
t he respondent contends that even an eight-nmonth suspension for
t he charges upheld by the law judge is excessive. W find no
merit in Admnistrator’s position, but agree with the respondent
that the sanction should be reduced bel ow what the |aw judge

inposed. A brief summary of the charges rejected and accepted

. ..continued) _
aircraft is not found to be airworthy.].

§ 43.13 Performance rules (general) .

(@) Each person perform ng mai ntenance, alteration, or
preventive mai ntenance on an aircraft, engine, propeller, or
appliance shall use the methods, techniques, and practices
prescribed in the current manufacturer's maintenance nanual
or Instructions for Continued Airworthiness prepared by its
manuf acturer, or other techniques, and practices acceptable
to the Adm nistrator, except as noted in 8§ 43.16. He shal
use the tools, equipnent, and test apparatus necessary to
assure conpletion of the work in accordance with accepted
industry Practices. |f special equipnent or test apparatus
is recommended by the manufacture involved, he nust use
that equi pment or apparatus or its equivalent acceptable to
the Admi nistrator

(b) Each person maintaining or altering, or performng
preventive nmintenance, shall do that work in such a nmanner
and use materials of such a quality, that the condition of
the aircraft, airframe, aircraft engine, Propeller, or
appliance worked on will be at least equal to its origina
or properly altered condition (Wth regard to aerodynamc
function, structural strength, resistance to vibration and
deterioration, and other qualities affecting airworthiness)
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will be informative regarding our judgment on just how far it
should be reduced.

The |aw judge “sustained violations of FAR sections 43.11(a),
43.13(a) and (b), 91.7(a), 91.405(a), 91.407(a), 91.409(f), and
91.13(a) .18 We have concluded, |ike the |aw judge, in nost
respects, that respondent did not attenpt to mslead the FAA in
connection with the paperwork he prepared or filed to obtain
approvals for operating the aircraft with an auxiliary fuel
system that when he operated the aircraft it had only two or
three of the seven discrepancies alleged by the Adm nistrator,
and that he did not operate the aircraft when it had an excessive
oil leak or when he did not have an approved flight manual on
board. On the other hand, we concur in the allegations or
findings that respondent operated the aircraft when the
suppl ementary fuel system had not been approved, when it was
unai rwort hy because of a suspected gear problem “when it had
two di screpancies that should have been corrected (unsecured
Loran and battery, loose heater nut), when an inspection program

for the aircraft was technically not in force,”and when severa

“The respondent's brief correctly points out that the |aw
judge's final listing of the charges sustained (I.D. at 32)
m stakenly includes an allegation he dismssed; nanely, the
viol ation of FAR section 91.9(b) (1) alleged in paragraph 7 of the
conpl ai nt . See |.D. at 27.

_ “FAR section 91.7(a) prohibits operation of an aircraft that
Is not in an airworthy condition,

_ “FAR section 91.409(f) prohibits the operation of a large
aircraft (not subject to Part 125) that does not have an approved

i nspection program Al though the Caribou had such a programin
(continued. . . )
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requi red mai ntenance entries either had not been made or were not

21

conpl et e.
We noted early in this opinion that the charges in this
proceedi ng arose from the respondent's efforts to prepare the
Caribou for use in food distribution flights in Africa. It could
also be said that nost or perhaps all of the violations would
never have occurred if the inspector from the Birm ngham FDSO had
properly handled the Form 337, or had given it to someone nore
know edgeabl e than he, for at that stage of the respondent’s
undertaking all issues relating to any perceived paperwork or
mai nt enance deficiencies could have been addressed in a
nonadversarial context, with the likely result that the aircraft
woul d have received the clearances it finally obtained
consi derably sooner, to the obvious benefit of those in need of

its cargo delivery capacity.”

20, ..continued)
the name of its previous owner, who sold the aircraft to TWH just
before respondent in effect becane its custodian, the program had
not been approved under TWH s nane. The name change for the
I nspecti on proPran1mas apProved by the Gkl ahoma FSDO after the
aircraft was flown there from Teterboro. There is no allegation
that the aircraft, notw thstanding the necessity for a nane
change, was not receiving or did not receive in the interimthe
I nspections or maintenance called for by the program

“The enunerated circunstances support, as well, the charge
under FAR section 91.13(a) that the respondent operated the
aircraft in a careless manner so as to endanger the life or
property of another.

“We do not believe that it would have been inappropriate for
the FAA to have provided such advice and gui dance as m ght have
facilitated the mssion, rather than pursuing a course that could
not help but delay its acconplishment.
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Wiile we do not differ with the |aw judge's assessnent that
t he respondent knew the various requirenents of the regulations
he was charged with violating, and we agree that the charges
cannot be excused on the ground that respondent’s |ax conpliance
i nvol ved a charitable goal he felt pressured to achieve, we find
oursel ves persuaded that the humanitarian use planned for the
aircraft respondent was readying for the flight to Africa,
coupled with the nonpecuniary notivation for his conduct, does
constitute an extenuating circunstance justifying sonme softening
of the sanction that m ght otherw se be appropriate. Consi st ent
with that view, we think a 120-day suspension of respondent's two
certificates will sufficiently sanction himfor his, to sone
degree, understandable failure to neet the obligations of
regul ations he, as a pilot and nechanic, knew or should have
known governed even an altruistic exercise of certificate
authority.

ACCORDI NG.Y, I T IS ORDERED THAT:

1. The Admnistrator's appeal is denied in part and granted
in part;

2. The respondent's appeal is granted in part and denied in
part; and

3. The initial decision and the emergency order are
affirmed to the extent they are consistent with this opinion and
order and are otherw se reversed, and they are hereby nodified to
provide for a 120-day suspension of respondent’s airman
certificates.

VOGT, Chairman, HALL, Vice Chairman, LAUBER and HAMVERSCHM DT,
Members of the Board, concurred in the above opinion and order.



